The other reason allegedly keeping the companies from having their plays printed was that the availability of a printed text might reduce attendance at the playhouse. Timothy Murray well exemplifies this line of argument and its possible implications:
Under solvent conditions, the acting companies stored licensed scripts in their archives and withheld them from publication. The theatrical companies believed that the value of a stage play was enhanced by this process, since the surprise and delight of a play' s performance would not be diminished by the text' s having been widely circulated beforehand. Because printed plays released by the companies were the exception, printers usually acquired manuscripts from dishonest players who reconstructed the text from memory, from patrons the company favored with private transcripts, or even from the authors, who lacked legal authority over the manuscripts they had submitted to the players. 8 From the licensed manuscripts carefully stored in archives to the dishonest players surreptitiously reconstructing the texts and selling them to publishers, Murray presents a version of what Blayney has called the "stirring melodrama" Pollard first invented and which critics have been reluctant to abandon. 9 Fredson Bowers promoted this narrative when he wrote that "if the play continued to be popular, the company could withhold it entirely in order to maintain the curiosity of the public." 10 Even Dutton thought it "possible that those who had paid good money for a play were less certain than I can now be that publication would not reduce its value." 11 The problem with this argument is that, apart from scholarly tradition, there appears to be no solid grounds on which to base it. It seems on the contrary that a play which fared well in the printing house, such as The Spanish Tragedy, also remained exceptionally popular on stage. That the players should not wish to have their plays offered to a stationer by someone else seems plausible enough. That publication at one moment might not be as desirable as publication at another moment also makes sense. It does not follow, however, that publication per se was detrimental to the players' interests. Blayney writes that he "know [s] of no evidence that any player ever feared that those who bought and read plays would consequently lose interest in seeing them performed." 12 
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(New York and Oxford: Oxford UP, 1987), 35. Murray' s point that authors had no legal rights over their texts once they had been sold to the players is incorrect. Unless a contract specifically forbade playwrights to have their plays published, what the acting company acquired from the author was the exclusive right to perform the play rather than a copyright in anything resembling its modern sense. 9 Dutton' s "The Birth of the Author," which has been said to "shed much new light on the ties that may have bound Shakespeare to the playhouse and kept him out of the printing house," 13 deserves closer attention. Exploring the question "Why did Shakespeare not print his own plays?" Dutton suggests, following G. E. Bentley, that "it was the works of contracted ' ordinary poets' that companies were particularly anxious to keep out of print." 14 With regard to Shakespeare and the Lord Chamberlain' s Men, this raises the question of why their strategy would have had so little success. If all, or at least most, of his plays have come down to us, Shakespeare seems to have written an average of about two plays per year. Thus, even allowing for revivals, a good many additional plays must have been composed by other playwrights for the Lord Chamberlain' s Men. The parallel case of the Lord Admiral' s Men is helpful here. In his diary Henslowe' s list of performances by the Lord Admiral' s Men features a play that is marked as new ("ne") about every two or three weeks, and although Henslowe also appears to have applied this designation to revised and revived plays ("new 16 In comparison, no fewer than twelve of Shakespeare' s plays written in the same period had appeared in print by 1603. 17 If the Lord Chamberlain' s Men were "particularly anxious" to keep the plays of their "' ordinary poet'" out of print, their endeavors to do so were a spectacular failure.
Thus anyone who argues that the actors were opposed to the publication of playbooks must somehow account for those plays that were printed during Shakespeare' s lifetime. The first quartos of Romeo and Juliet, Henry Wives of Windsor, and Hamlet (traditionally counted among the "bad quartos") are editions whose publication Shakespeare is unlikely to have supported. Even if we discount them, however, we are still left with no fewer than thirteen substantive texts printed between 1597 and 1609 which go back to "good" manuscripts. Despite their large number, these texts have often been considered as exceptions to the rule-"'breaches,'" to employ Dutton' s term 18 -for which various explanations can be found. Chambers, for instance, believed that "so long as the companies were prosperous, they kept a tight hold on their 'books', and only let them pass into the hands of the publishers when adversity broke them up, or when they had some special need to raise funds." 19 More specifically, he attributed the spate of plays published in 1600 to "the call for ready money involved by the building of the Globe in 1599 and the Fortune in 1600." 20 Dutton, too, avails himself of an alleged "breach" to account for early publications when he writes that "Andrew Gurr has argued persuasively that the shareholders might have released Richard III, Love's Labor's Lost, and 1 Henry IV for print in 1597/98 only because they faced a financial crisis when unable to use either the Burbages' new Blackfriars venue or the Theater." 21 This argument needs to be questioned on several accounts. For one, the financial gain from the sales would have been insignificant. Blayney estimates that a stationer paid approximately 30s. for a manuscript. 22 In fact, the most precious property a company owned was not play manuscripts but costumes. In 1605, for instance, Edward Alleyn valued his "share of apparell" at £100. 23 23 Chambers, 2:298. 24 "A particularly startling feature of the picture the diary reveals, therefore, is the apparent extravagance of the staging. Compared to £5-00-0 or £8-00-0 paid out for a play, the actors would spend £20-00-0, £30-00-0, or even more on production" ( especially as the Lord Admiral' s Men had been virtually their only competition. 25 Though hired players probably remained fairly poor, company shareholders did not. Burbage seems to have left more than £300 to his heirs, and Shakespeare had amassed a handsome fortune before the turn of the century. 26 If Shakespeare' s plays really did "take on an almost fetishistic significance" and "were, so to speak, the company' s family silver, not to be traded in by any of the sharers," it is not clear why Shakespeare and his fellow shareholders should have sold three plays for less than £5 at a time when Shakespeare himself could spare substantially more. 27 
II
The belief "that acting companies usually considered publication to be against their best interests" is included by Blayney among the "unfounded myths" that have bedeviled Shakespeare scholarship since the 1909 publication of Alfred Pollard' s Shakespeare Folios and Quartos. 28 It may thus be useful to reconsider the publication of Shakespeare' s plays without the usual parti pris that the company opposed such publication. I will begin by examining the twelve plays that may have been the first written by Shakespeare for the Lord Chamberlain' s Men (whom he joined in 1594). 29 Four such plays, written in the 1590s, present special problems: 27 Dutton, 78-79. Cf. Blayney, who has disposed of other alleged breaches to the players' unwillingness to have their plays published. Looking into the publications of 1594-which have often been attributed to the closing of the theaters because of plague-Blayney argues that the "suggestion that the players were motivated by financial hardship is less compelling, partly because the peak period happened after rather than during the closure and partly because the sums involved would have been relatively small" (386). 28 Blayney,"Playbooks," 383-84. 29 It should be noted that I do not follow Wells and Taylor Labor' s Lost were followed by fuller and "better" versions, this is in itself strong evidence that the Lord Chamberlain' s Men and their playwright did care and did intervene. 30 The evidence is more complex, however. In the case of Romeo and Juliet, John Danter seems to have licensed but not entered the play before printing the 1597 edition. 31 By 1599, Cuthbert Burby-who had published the (allegedly) "Newly corrected and augmented" Love' s Labor' s Lost a year earlier-appears to have acquired the rights to Romeo and Juliet (even though the extant records of the Stationers' Company nowhere mention this) and was in the possession of a "good" manuscript, which he went on to print (though also without entering it). 32 What exactly led to this unusual succession of events will never be fully understood. Yet if, as seems likely, the Lord Chamberlain' s Men sold the manuscript to Burby, this might well have happened before Danter published his edition rather than because the Lord Chamberlain' s Men, troubled by the printing of what modern scholarship has labeled a "bad" quarto, approached a stationer in order to have it superseded by a "good" text.
Similarly, that the "good" manuscript underlying the second quarto of Hamlet (1604/5) had changed hands before the "bad" first quarto appeared (1603) is a strong, indeed the strongest, possibility. The play had been entered to James Roberts on 26 July 1602. 33 According to its title page, however, Q1 was "printed ." While various scenarios have been proposed to account for this, only one is uncomplicated, fits all the evidence, and is consistent with normal book-trade practice: Ling and Trundle seem to have licensed but not entered their manuscript and had it printed without anyone realizing that Roberts had once entered a different version. 34 Having found out about Ling and Trundle' s unintentional breach, Roberts could have caused them trouble but may have preferred to negotiate an advantageous deal with his neighbors in Fleet Street, selling to Ling and Trundle his longer and better manuscript and having them pay him to print it.
As for Love's Labor's Lost, it is far from clear that the first extant edition really did supersede a "bad" one. It is true that the title page of the 1598 quarto describes the text as "Newly corrected and augmented," suggesting that, like Q2 Romeo and Juliet and Hamlet, it superseded a "bad" text. While this has been the traditional view, 35 it has been forcefully argued in more recent times that this edition may well have followed (and indeed have been set up from) a "good" edition. What supports this view is that the title page of Q3 Richard III, for example, which advertises itself as "newly augmented," is "demonstrably misleading." 36 Furthermore, according to Paul Werstine' s study of the practices in William White' s printing house, typographical evidence suggests that Q1 Love's Labor's Lost was set up from printed rather than from manuscript copy, and, consequently, that it was a reprint of the textually "good" Q0. 37 Thus, while the evidence is not unambiguous in any of the three cases, it seems more likely that in each case the Lord Chamberlain' s Men sold a "good" manuscript before the publication of the first edition than that there was an active attempt on their behalf to supersede a "bad" text with a "good" one. On the other hand, when it comes to the two "bad" texts that were not superseded by "good" ones (or at least not until 1623), it will not do to claim that "nothing was done during Shakespeare' s lifetime to replace the bad texts of Henry V and The Merry Wives of Windsor." 38 This is more than we know. Merry Wives-first printed in a particularly corrupt text, even by the standards of other "bad" quartoswas not reprinted until the publication of the Pavier quartos in 1619. This suggests that this play sold rather poorly. Thus, even if the players had approached the play' s publisher, Arthur Johnson, with a good text, he would have had no reason to print it and invest in a second edition as long as he had not sold the copies of the first.
Of the eight other plays Shakespeare is likely to have written for his company from 1594 until close to the turn of the century, two need to be first addressed: Love' s Labor' s Won may well have existed and even have been printed, but because no copy is extant, it is impossible to say anything about the edition except that it would have appeared before 1603. 39 349 . I believe that the evidence suggesting that a now-lost play with this title actually existed is not quite as strong as Baldwin and the Oxford editors think. As is well known, the case for the existence of a now-lost play depends, on the one hand, on Francis Meres' s list in Palladis Tamia (1598) of Shakespeare plays and, on the other hand, on a list of printed plays in the reasons that may have had nothing to do with reluctance on the part of the Lord Chamberlain' s Men. The Troublesome Raigne of Iohn King of England had been published in 1591 by Sampson Clarke, who would no doubt have considered any edition of King John to which he had not consented a breach of his rights. As Blayney explains,"The owner of a copy had not only the exclusive right to reprint the text, but also the right to a fair chance to recover his costs. He could therefore seek the Company' s protection if any book-not necessarily a reprint or plagiarism of his own copy-threatened his ability to dispose of unsold copies of an existing edition." 40 Troublesome Raigne was not reprinted until 1611, when, significantly, it was attributed to "W. Sh." When Heminge and Condell wanted to include King John and The Taming of the Shrew in the First Folio, they first had to obtain the consent of the owners of Troublesome Raigne and The Taming of a Shrew. The fact that King John was not printed until 1623 thus provides no evidence for the players' alleged reluctance to have their plays printed.
The six remaining plays-Richard II, A Midsummer Night' s Dream, The Merchant of Venice, 1 Henry IV, 2 Henry IV, and Much Ado About Nothing-were all printed between 1597 and 1600. Whether or not we believe that Shakespeare and his company were responsible for selling the manuscripts to the publishers will partly depend on our assessment of the nature of printer' s copy. In the cases of Richard II and The Merchant of Venice it appears to have been difficult for those twentiethcentury editors who tried to investigate the nature of printer' s copy to determine to their own satisfaction whether copy was derived from an authorial manuscript or a faithful transcript of it, while, according to their investigations, 1 Henry IV may well have been set up from a scribal transcript of an authorial manuscript. 41 Copy for the SHAKESPEARE AND THE PUBLICATION OF HIS PLAYS 9 account books of an Elizabethan bookseller, datable to 1603. While it had long been believed that Love's Labor's Won was simply an alternative title for a comedy that Shakespeare had written by 1598, Baldwin' s discovery and discussion of the 1603 list of printed plays seemed to make this position untenable. This need not be so. As neither Baldwin nor Wells and Taylor have pointed out, not all the titles in the bookseller' s list reproduce the title of the printed play. Edward IV, published in 1599 as The First and Second Parts of King Edward the Fourth and reprinted in 1600 under the same title, is referred to as "Jane Shore." To call this a "shortened title," as Baldwin does, will not quite do, as "Jane Shore" is not part of the full title. On the other hand, Edward IV appears to be referred to as "Jane Shore" in The Knight of the Burning Pestle (1607; see Chambers, 4:11). Edward IV, in other words, seems to have been commonly called "Jane Shore" just as Henry VIII seems to have been known as "All is True" before 1623."Love' s Labor' s Won" might thus have been another such popular title for Much Ado About Nothing, the only play that fulfills all the necessary conditions: the title is not mentioned by Meres, the play had been published by 1603, and it may have been performed before Palladis Tamia was entered on 7 September 1598. I am indebted to a conversation with Peter Blayney in December 2000 about this issue. 40 42 It is true that the canons of bibliographical proof have lately been subjected to scrutiny. 43 Nevertheless, while it would be unwise to claim the ability to discover the precise origin and nature of these manuscripts, nothing seems to contradict the interpretation that any one of them may (though not necessarily all of them must) have been in the possession of the Lord Chamberlain' s Men and/or their playwright before being sold to a stationer.
What emerges is the probability that the Lord Chamberlain' s Men did not try to have Shakespeare' s plays printed immediately after they were written. If we consider the likely dates of composition and the dates of entrance in the Stationers' Register, a fairly consistent pattern presents itself: as a rule, roughly two years seem to have elapsed between the former and the latter. Richard II, usually dated 1595, 44 46 The History of King Lear, finally, is usually dated c. 1605-6 and was entered on 26 November 1607. 47 If presented too rigidly, my argument is in danger of circularity. The traditional dating of at least some plays is likely to be infected with exactly those assumptions about the publication of Shakespeare' s plays against which I am arguing here. If scholars mistakenly believed, for instance, that the players reluctantly (if at all) released a manuscript only once a play had lost its drawing power on stage, a date of composition too close to the play' s appearance in print (or in the Stationers' Register) would clearly not have recommended itself. On the other hand, the date of composition of several plays can be determined with relative precision independently of any assumptions about publication. Richard II, for example, is probably indebted to Samuel Daniel' s Civil Wars (1595) and may have been performed at the house of Sir Edward Hoby on 9 December 1595. 48 The topical allusion to the Spanish vessel called the St. Andrew in the opening scene of The Merchant of Venice would very likely have been made soon after news of its capture reached England in July 1596. While other comparable examples could be given, it must be admitted that for some of the plays, such as A Midsummer Night's Dream, there is nothing beyond style to suggest a particular date. Therefore much of the above is necessarily conjectural, and uncertainties of dating make any exact calculations impossible. Yet where evidence is available regarding a play, it indicates an interval of roughly two years between composition and entrance.
Whatever manuscript the lost edition (Q0) was based on, Love' s Labor' s Lostprobably written about 1594-95 49 -is not likely to have markedly departed from the established pattern. It was not entered in the Stationers' Register and was first published some time before 1598, quite possibly about two years after it reached the stage. All we know about Romeo and Juliet is that it may well have been written c. 1595, 50 that the "bad" edition was published in 1597, and that it was followed by the "good" edition in 1599. Whether or not Q1 anticipated Shakespeare and his fellows' sale of the manuscript underlying Q2, the time lapse is again one of approximately two years. As for Henry V, if the Lord Chamberlain' s Men had intended to sell a "good" manuscript some two years after the play was first performed, they may have been anticipated by whoever sold the nonauthorial manuscript that served as copy for the first, "bad" edition. Significantly, the time lapse between composition and sale to a stationer seems in this case to have been far less than two years: probably written in 1599, Henry V is mentioned in the Stationers' Register in August 1600 among a list of "thinges formerlye printed," suggesting that it had appeared relatively early that year. 51 Something similar may have happened with The Merry Wives of Windsor. Elizabeth Schafer and, especially, Giorgio Melchiori have now discredited Leslie Hotson' s suggestion that the play was written specifically for the Garter Feast at Westminster in 1597, and Melchiori has convincingly argued that the play was written "not before late 1599 or 1600." 52 Whoever was responsible for selling to John Busby the manuscript that was entered in the Stationers' Register on 18 January 1602 and published the same year may thus have anticipated the Lord Chamberlain' s Men' s attempt to sell the play some two years after it first reached the stage.
To sum up: of Shakespeare' s first dozen or so plays written for the Lord Chamberlain' s Men, not a single one that could legally have been printed remained unprinted by 1602. As a rule, the Lord Chamberlain' s Men (if they had not been anticipated by someone else, or if legal constraints did not make printing impossible) seem to have sold Shakespeare' s manuscripts to a publisher approximately two years after the plays reached the public stage. 53 If the composition date of c. 1595-96 is correct, then A Midsummer Night's Dream, not entered until 8 October 1600, is an exception, the only exception, among what seem to have been Shakespeare' s first dozen plays written for the Lord Chamberlain' s Men. 54 While scholars have hitherto argued that Shakespeare and his company were indifferent, if not opposed, to the publication of his plays, and have tried to find various explanations for all those plays that were published, I suggest that more economical reasoning can account for the publication of his plays if we assume, on the contrary, that the Lord Chamberlain' s Men and their playwright actively supported publication of his plays, and that the absence rather than the presence of an early edition of a Shakespeare play requires explanation.
What can account for the approximately two-year lapse between composition and initial performance, on the one hand, and sale to and entrance by a publisher in the Stationers' Register on the other? In other words, why, if the Lord Chamberlain' s Men supported rather than opposed the publication of Shakespeare' s plays, did they defer sale of the manuscripts? A possible reason is that as long as a play was relatively new, the Lord Chamberlain' s Men hoped to profit from a more prestigious and lucrative form of publication than print. Harold Love believes that "Shakespeare may well have put work into circulation through the agency of scribes," and that "The sale or presentation to a wealthy patron of a manuscript of a favorite play would have offered an opportunity for additional income." 55 Introducing the 1647 Beaumont and Fletcher Folio, Humphrey Moseley wrote: "Heretofore when Gentlemen desired but a Copy of any of these Playes, the meanest piece here (if any may be called Meane where every one is Best) cost them more then foure times the price you pay for the whole Volume." 56 Blayney has estimated that an unbound copy of the Shakespeare First Folio cost approximately 15s. 57 The Beaumont and Fletcher Folio, printed twenty-four years later, may have cost about the same or slightly more. Love gives further evidence suggesting that a manuscript presented by its author would have sold for about three or four guineas, two or three times as much, that is, as a stationer paid for a manuscript. 58 Moseley' s "Gentlemen" may have been unlikely to order a manuscript copy of a play unless the playwright was able to boast-as Thomas Middleton does in a dedication to William Hammond on one of the extant manuscripts of A Game at Chess-that the play was not available in print, that no "Stationers Stall can Showe" the play. 59 Although there is no positive evidence that such a practice was at all common dur-ing Shakespeare' s lifetime, it is possible that Shakespeare' s company chose to postpone the publication of a play during the first two years of its existence in the hope that certain gentlemen would order and pay a handsome sum for a scribal copy.
This, however, is perhaps not the most likely explanation for the delayed publication of Shakespeare' s plays. Discussing the wave of playbook publication in 1594, shortly after the playhouses reopened, Blayney has argued:
If we assume that the players thought of performance and publication as mutually exclusive alternatives, it would indeed seem likely that the closure, rather than the reopening, caused the glut. But if we decline to make that assumption, there is a perfectly plausible reason why the reopening itself might have prompted the players to flood the market with scripts. The strategy is known today as "publicity," or "advertising." 60 In other words, the companies may have viewed two of a play' s forms of publication-performance and print, the stage and the page, the playhouse and the printing house-as not only compatible but synergetic. If this was so, it may explain why it was in the Lord Chamberlain' s Men' s interest to postpone print publication. When a play first reached the stage, it was likely to attract an important number of spectators simply because it was new. This is demonstrated by the figures in Henslowe' s diary, which are consistently much higher for new than for old plays. According to the address "To the Reader" in The Famelie of Love,"Plaies in this Citie are like wenches new falne to the trade, onelie desired of your neatest gallants, whiles the'are fresh: when they grow stale they must be vented by Termers and Cuntrie chapmen." 61 A new play, then, did not need extra publicity. On the other hand, selling a manuscript to a publisher may have been a way of securing free promotion for a revival when a playbook would have been sold in bookshops and advertised with title pages put up on posts throughout London. 62 Considering that only a small fraction of the playwrights' output reached print, published playbooks may well have recommended plays to theatergoers.
What evidence can be adduced in support of the theory that theatrical companies in the 1590s considered print publication favorable rather than damaging to the plays' destiny on the public stage? There is the fact that the first quarto of Romeo and Juliet, printed in 1597, would have been on sale in 1598 when (as we know thanks to John Marston) the play was performed at the Curtain. 63 There is also the fact that the second edition of Tamburlaine (1593) would have been available in London' s bookshops when the Lord Admiral' s Men revived it on 30 August 1594. 64 Additionally, Titus Andronicus, printed in 1594, was revived by the combined Chamberlain' s and Admiral' s Men in June 1594. 65 The Taming of a Shrew, acted on 13 June 1594, had been entered in the Stationers' Register on 2 May 1594 and was printed the same year. A Knack to Know an Honest Man, entered in the Stationers' Register on 26 November 1595 and published in an edition dated 1596, remained in the Lord Admiral' s Men' s repertory between 23 October 1594 and 3 November 1596. 66 The octavo edition of The Massacre at Paris is undated but in all probability belongs to 1594, the year when the play was performed ten times by the Admiral' s Men between 21 June and 27 September. The Spanish Tragedy, finally, belonged to the Lord Strange' s Men' s repertory when the play was first published and, going through eleven editions between 1592 and 1633, could be found both in the London bookstalls and playhouses. The above evidence suffices to make clear that the stage and the printed page did not necessarily represent two rival forms of publication.
The number of publications of Shakespearean playbooks declined after 1600. Only five plays were published from 1601 to 1616, as opposed to thirteen plays between 1594 and 1600. 67 The seven years before 1600 saw a total of twenty-four editions of Shakespearean playbooks 68 -that is, more than three per year-whereas there were only nineteen editions over the next sixteen years-slightly more than one per year. The Merry Wives of Windsor, of which a "bad" text was published in 1602, is the only comedy that found its way into print; and though four comedies had been printed from 1598 to 1600, none was reprinted within Shakespeare' s lifetime. Apart from Richard II, Richard III, and 1 Henry IV, which had been popular with readers in the late-sixteenth century and remained so in the early-seventeenth, only Hamlet and Pericles appeared in more than one edition between the turn of the century and Shakespeare' s death.
There are better explanations for the decrease in the number of Shakespearean playbook publications than the players' alleged reluctance to publish. Blayney has suggested that the market for playbooks was temporarily glutted in the early-seventeenth century. No fewer than twenty-seven plays had been entered in the Stationers' Register between May 1600 and October 1601. As the supply would temporarily exceed the demand, some publishers may have delayed the printing of their plays for several years. 69 In such a situation, a stationer would obviously think twice before investing in a new playbook, since few printed playbooks repaid the initial investment within the first few years. In the early-seventeenth century expectations to make a profit with a newly published playbook would have been particularly low. Of the Shakespeare plays published in 1600 or later, Hamlet and Pericles (both going through three editions within roughly ten years) would have been a commercial success, while Another reason for Shakespearean playbooks' diminished popularity in the early years of the seventeenth century is the 1599/1600 revival at St. Paul' s and Blackfriars of children' s companies, which played to more sophisticated and wealthier spectators than the adult companies, spectators with the money and education to purchase and to read printed playbooks. A disproportionate number of the plays written for children' s companies (by Jonson, Marston, Chapman, Dekker, and Webster, among others) found their way into print, and, consequently, the number of other printed plays, including plays by Shakespeare, dwindled. In other words, there are no good reasons for believing that the Lord Chamberlain' s/King' s Men' s attitude toward the printing of Shakespeare' s plays changed significantly after the turn of the century. On the contrary, the early publication history of Shakespearean quartos from Richard II in 1597 to Troilus and Cressida in 1609 suggests that Shakespeare and the Lord Chamberlain' s/King' s Men neither opposed nor were indifferent to the print publication of Shakespeare' s plays; rather, they actively supported it.
III
But what about Shakespeare' s own attitude toward the print publication of his plays? The assumption that Shakespeare could very well have supervised the printing of his plays had he only cared to and, ex negativo, that his failure to do so reveals his indifference relies, I believe, on a set of mistaken premises. As shareholder, player, and "ordinary poet" of the Lord Chamberlain' s Men, writing an average of two plays a year, studying his parts or rehearsing in the morning, playing in the afternoon, going to Stratford at least once a year and probably for longer periods when playing was suspended by outbreaks of plague, Shakespeare can hardly be blamed for not having spent his time in printing houses. It may be tempting to imagine that when printers were busy working on some of the world' s finest plays, they were more than happy to deliver proofs to the Fortune or the Globe, or to Shakespeare' s home in Bishopsgate, Southwark, or Cripplegate, patiently awaiting their return after the playwright had time to examine them. The reality, however, was very different. Single plays published in quarto or octavo format sold for roughly 6d. They were considered unimportant publications and comparatively little effort went into their printing. Type usually had to be distributed for reuse soon after a sheet was printed off, 70 which means that an author supervising the printing of his text would have to invest a considerable amount of time. For the 1608 quarto of The History of King Lear, for example, twenty-one proof-sheets would have been printed and corrected at twenty-one different stages of the printing. 71 Shakespeare cannot reasonably be expected to have supervised the printing of his playbooks even if he was interested in their publication. That Shakespeare was not as indifferent to print as is often claimed has also been suggested by Katherine Duncan-Jones, who has argued that the publication of the 1609 Shakespeare's Sonnets was authorial. She has also reminded us of Shakespeare' s anger when poems printed in The Passionate Pilgrim were misattributed to him. 72 David Scott Kastan is among those who have argued that Shakespeare "displayed . . . no obvious desire to see his plays in print at all." 73 Yet his argument that Shakespeare "might well have brought [his plays] to his townsman Field, as he apparently did with the narrative poems, but . . . did not" seems to stem from another misapprehension, this one concerning printing-house practices. 74 Richard Field produced approximately three hundred books, among them many theological works, educational textbooks, editions of the classics, the 1591 edition of John Harington' s translation of Orlando Furioso, and the 1598 collection of Sidney' s works (for William Ponsonby); but Field did not publish a single play written for the public playhouse. As an apprentice, he served six of the seven years with the Huguenot printer Thomas Vautrollier (1579-85), whom he later succeeded and whose widow he married in 1590. 75 Since the texts of Venus and Adonis and The Rape of Lucrece are remarkably clean by comparison with those of the quarto playtexts, it is often believed-indeed taken for granted-that Shakespeare supervised their printing. This is another myth we will do well to discard and, with it, the reasoning that if Shakespeare saw the poems into print, but not the plays, then surely he did not care about the publication of his plays. London printers produced work of highly variable quality; the textual quality of Venus and Adonis and The Rape of Lucrece reflects Richard Field' s printing rather than William Shakespeare' s proofreading. As John Roe shows,"Once [Shakespeare' s] carefully prepared manuscript was in the hands of the printer he most likely entrusted the enterprise to the professional competence of others, pausing over the printed copy only long enough to make sure that all was well with the dedication page." 76 It is true, of course, that Shakespeare provided dedications for his narrative poems but for none of his plays. This, however, simply reflects the conventions of his time. In the fullest study to date of Tudor and Stuart play dedications, Virgil B. Heltzel has observed that "during the entire reign of Queen Elizabeth and for some years after, the ordinary stage play was not thought worthy of patronal favor and none was dedicated." 77 The first dramatist to dedicate a play that had been performed in front of a paying audience was Chapman, who furnished his Charles, Duke of Byron (printed in 1608) with a dedication to Sir Thomas Walsingham and his son. 78 The dedication of printed playtexts remained nearly nonexistent until the end of Shakespeare' s career. While Shakespeare, unlike Jonson, did nothing to change the conventions of play publication, it does not follow that Shakespeare was indifferent to the fate of his plays in print.
In their address "To the great Variety of Readers" which prefaces the First Folio, Heminge and Condell-who must have known more about Shakespeare' s attitude toward print than we ever will-say nothing to convey the impression that Shakespeare had been indifferent to his works' afterlife: "It had bene a thing, we confesse, worthie to haue bene wished, that the Author himselfe had liu' d to haue set forth, and ouerseen his owne writings." While Heminge and Condell do not positively assert that it was Shakespeare' s intention to prepare the Folio edition of his plays, these friends and fellow-actors imply that he might well have "set forth, and ouerseen his owne writings" if he had lived.
IV
If we wish to discern the true attitudes toward publication of playbooks in the late-sixteenth and early-seventeenth centuries-and Shakespeare' s, in particularwe must follow Peter Blayney' s instruction to view such publications from the angle of the London stationers, publishers, and booksellers rather than from that of the actors and dramatists only. It is primarily the failure to do so that has resulted in the distorted views of such eminent scholars as Chambers, Bentley, Bowers, and Dutton. 79 As Blayney points out, "Everything depends on the axiom that the demand for printed plays greatly exceeded the supply-which happens to be untrue." 80 The impact of this ungrounded axiom on our understanding of Shakespearean drama can hardly be overstated. As long as we go on believing that publishers desperately wanted to acquire playtexts, we will continue to think that the acting companies more often than not tried to avoid publication. Once we realize, however, that publishers in most cases had little or nothing to gain from playbooks, we will be open to the suggestion that players and playwrights in general and the Chamberlain' s/King' s Men and Shakespeare in particular had no serious objections to the publication of their plays and often actively supported it. While Shakespeare does not seem to have been able to have his plays published without
